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ABSTRACT 

Studies examining college students' drug use behavior 
have found that drug use has increased over the periods studied. To 
exaaine the attitudes and behaviors towards drugs of University of 
Maryland frestoen over a decade, 410 freshmen in 1973 and 491 
freshmen in 1983 were administered an anonymous questionnaire. An 
analysis of the results sho<yed that there was a significant decline, 
between 1973 and 1983, in incidence of use for 13 substances studied, 
except hard liquor, speed, heroin, and cocaine. There was also c 
decline in percent of regular use of most stibstances. For example, 
33% regularly used marijuana in 1973, compared to 17% in 1983. Women 
were less likely than men to drink beer in 1973, but were more likely 
than men to smoke cigarettes and drink wine in 1983. Compared to 
1973, 1983 studenf-.s were s^re likely to feel that marijuana should 
not be legalized, and that someone found selling or using marijuana 
should be turned in to the proper authorities, tfomen were more likely 
than men to feel sorry for people on drugs and to be in favor of drug 
education programs. 1983 students were less supportive of drug 
education programs than 1973 students. (BL) 
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SEX DIFFERENCES IN STUDENT ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR 
TOWARD DRUGS OVER A DECADE 

Robert T. Carter and William E. Sedlacek 
Research Report # 8-83 
SUWARY 

FreatHsen entering UMCP In 1973 (N-410) and 1983 (N-A91) were administered 
jn anunynxnis questionnaire on their attitudes and behavior toward drugs. Results 
show char there was a significant decline in Incidence of use for 13 substances 
studied between 1973 and 1983 except hard liquor, speed, heroin, and cocaine. There 
was also a decline in percent of regular use of most substances. For example* 33% 
regularly used marijuana in 1973, compared to 172: in 1983. Women were less likely 
to drink beer than men in 1973, but in 1983 were more likely to smoke cigarettes 
and drink wine than men. Compared to 1973, 1983 students were more likely to feel 
tlujt marijuana should not be legalized and that if the university found someone 
Belling or using marijuana they should be turned In to the proper auttu>rltie8. 
Women were more likely to feel sorry for people on drugs and be in favor of drug 
r'lutatlon pro; rams. 1983 students were less supportive of drug educatlcm programs 
than 1973 students. Other differences by year and sex are presented and implications 
.iri> discussed. 
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Tiif 196(|'h and I970's were turhulent decades for the Unifud States. The civil 
rights movement, the Vietnam war, and defiant sociti-poUtlcal protest, primarily 
from college students, marked the period. During this era, as noted by Mlnatoya 
and Scdlacek (1979), "...the An^rlcan college student was frequently viewed by 
thv' public as alienated from the traditional societal mores, and was associated 
wUh political dissent, divergent life styles, and Illicit drug use." (p.l). 

Of particular concern to administrators and studoit affairs personnel was the 
use and abuse of various substances. Consequently, researchers dirt:rtcd their 
t!f forts toward understanding the drug user's attitudes and behaviors and the in- 
fluence and frequency of use of particular substances (Allen and West, 1968; Blum, 
!969; Dlckerson 1969; U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1971). 

Horowitz and SedJacek (1973), in their review of drug attitude research, 
observed that "...drug use among stiKients Is increasing and students use different 
drugs to varying degrees" (p. 3). Howard and Sedlacek (1975), in a comparison of 
previous studies on student attitudes and use of a variety of drugs, found mari- 
juana was tried by more students th.m in previous ysars, yet fewer regular mari- 
juana users were found. Males used marijuana, cocaine, and beer more frequently, 
while females tried speed more frequently. Students reported using drugs to get 
hij^h and feel good. They were in favor of coming to the counseling center for 
drug related problems, but not in favor of attending a ilrug educatlOT program. 

Mure recently, researcheiTS have tended to look at the psychological reasons 
for use or non-use of drugs, often focusing on a particular substance (e.g. mari- 
juana) (Fago and Sedlacek, 19*'5; Pope, I onescu-F loggia, and Cole, 1981; Toohey, 
Bezel sky, and Balfl, 1982; Wright and Moore, 1982). 

Other studies (Dezelsky, Toohey. and Kush, 1981; Fago and Sedlacek, 1976; 
Lester and Leach, 1982; Wakefield, 1982) have examined college students* drug 
use behavior over various time periods. In general, these investigations have 
found that drug use had Increased over the perltwiH studied. For example, Lester 
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and Lcai'li (1982) conducted a drug survey on a similar sample in 1970 and 1980, and 
found marijuana use had increased more for women thstn men, and alcohol and other 
drug use also had increased for women. In another ten year study (1970-1980) of 
nun'^medlcal drug ur*e on five college caropuses, Dezelsky, Xcohey, and Kush (1981) 
found both the proporticm of r.tudents who discontinued marijuana use and the pro- 
^>urtlan of stitflents who used tsarijuana regularly increased over time* Dezelsky 
vt al. also found that alcohol use at the same five campuses was high. 

The literature on students and drugs raises scnoe key questions that require 
turther study. Have the trends observed Ln the literature continued? Or have 
student drug attitudes and behaviors reached a plateau? Study methodologies and 
sampling techniques have varied, and comparability has been hard to achieve over 
time. Would the same results be found If methodology were better ccmtrolled? 

The purpose of the present study was to respond to these and related questions 
by studying a single campus, using an identical method, over a ten year period. 

Method 

An anonymous questionnaire examining behavior and attitudes toward drugs was 
administered to random samples of 410 (52% male and 48Z female) incoming freshmen 
in 1973 and to 491 (S2Z male and 48% female) Incoming freshmen In 1983 at the 
Unlversily of Marylaml, College Park* Students wtre administered the questionnaires 
in large classroom settings as part of an orientation program, and conditions were 
identical in both years. 

The data were analyzed by Chi square and analysis of variance. All results 
r»»porfod w<*r€» slgnflrant at the .OS level. 

Rosy It 8 

Inc Idenc e of l^j^j^JP^.TS^I^f . JJ^2PJSJ^A^ py^F^ used) : 
Year Differ ences : 

Table 1 shows that there was a s^^nf li.mt decline In incidence of use for 
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all substances excer hard liquor, speed, heroin, and cocaine between 1973 and 
1983. B«?er, wlno, hard liquor, and cigarette snoklng shewed little change from 
1973 to 1983. Heroin was rarely. used In 1973 and never used in 1983. Use of 
barbltuates (downers) also declined dramatically, from 18% In 1973 to 9% In 1983. 
Also declining over the decade was Incidence of use of marijuana (52% in 1973 to 
44,5: In 1983) and hashish (35% in 1973 to 22% in 1983). The two substances showing 
an increase In incidence were spe.ed (16% to 23%) and cocaine (8% to U%). 
je x Diff er ences 

rfcMBen, compared to men, showed a significantly lower Incidence of use of 
beer In 1973 (86% vs. 92%), marijuana in 1973 (47% vs. 55%), and 19S3 (A2% vs. 49%) 
and hashish in 19S3 (18% vs. 26%). However, women reported a significantly higher 
incidence of use of speed in 1971 (18% vs. 13%) and cigarettes in 1983 (63% vs. 49%) 
than men. 

Fr equenc y of JUsc (h ow often used dru &) i 
Year Dif f eren ces 

Table 2 compares frequent (once a month or more) and Infrequent (a few times 
to once) users by year. Of thi: 13 hubstances shown, 7 were used infrequently In 
both years, and the drups that were used regularly showcH sharp decllre in percentage 
of regular ur.e. For example, m^irljuana declined In percentage of students reporting 
regular use (33% in 1973 to 17% in 1983). 

The substances with the highest percentage of regulai use were beer (56%-1973; 
64%-l983) and h';rd liquor (31%-1973; 40%-1983). 

Sex Differences 

Women, compared to men, were Ifss likely to drink beer in 1973 (41% vs. 28% 
Infrequent; 45% vs. 64% frequent), but in 1983 were more likely to smoke cigarettes 
(39% vs. 34% infrequent; 47% vs. 31% frequent) and drink wine (42% vs. 52% Infrequent; 
51% vs. 38% frequent) than men- 
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R easons f or uhu and tton^se : 
Ye^r Plf fer^ces 

No significant differences in students* reasons for using or not using drugs 
were found betvem 1973 and 1983. The ©ost conmon reasM ns for use %rere to get 
high or feel gcHid^ to be more sociable, and to relieve tension or anxiety. 

Sex Differences 

There were siffiif leant differences between laalc and female reasons for not 
using drugs In the 1973 sample only (see Table 3) « 

Men cited reports of harmful psychological and physical affects and difficulty 
in obtaining substances as their imin reasons for non-'a8e« while wcr^en cited fear 
of becoming addicted^ observations of effects of others, and no desire to experience 
Its effects as oiain reasons for non-use« 
At t J t ud es : 

Of the 16 attlti«!e items cm the questionnaire, 12 were significant by year and 
tme on the Interaction of year and sex (Table A), Compared to 1973, students in 
1983 vrere more likely to feel that marijuana should not be legalized, md that if 
they or the university found someone using or selling marijuana or other drugs, they 
should bo turned In to the proper authorities. 1983 students were also less likely 
to feel sorry for people on drugs, and were less likely to support a drug counseling 
service or to attend a drug education program than were 1973 students. In data 
not cabl:^, students tended to agree that they would attend the university counseling 
nmter for drug counseling hotli In 1973 and 1983. 

Sex Dlf f erCTic es 

Five Itrma were significantly different on sex (Table A). Women were more 
likely to feel sorry for people cm drugs, and to support a drug counseling service 
and attend a drug education program. Women were also less sxire the university should 
t.irn nvcr students v^o sell "other drugs/* and felt stronf^er than males that the 
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s^iBc law should not apply to alcoholt tobacco, and marijuana The one Item showing 
an interaction between year and sex shows that women were nearly as willing to 
attend a drug education program dn 1973 and 1983, but mcai were imich less Interested 
in attending in 1983 compared to 1973. 

Discussion 

It is apparent that drug use in general is on the decline, with the exception 
of alcohol and beer, and dgarett^es for %7cmen. Student attitudes appear to be 
more conservative than In the past, although wowcn are ©ore tolerant than men and 
more supportive of crmpus programming. However, the findings do not suggest that 
our concerns for the use of drugs should diminish. Since the social sanctions for 
drinking appear more tolerant than for other substances in spite of changes in legal 
drinking ages, students may rediscover alternatives to drinking (i.e. other illegal 
substances) or simply defy the law and drink anyway. Research which ccntinues to 
explore these and related topics is clearly called for. 

There appear to be many impl icatlunt* for campuft prograimning- The differential 
une and attitude patterns of women must he considered in developing any education or 
counseling program on campus. Separate programs for men and women might be considered 
because of these differences* For example, a program aimed at reducing cigarette 
Hmoking among votnen might be useful. Also, since the results clearly show that 
-tudents arc more ccmfortable reporting others using or selling drugs, a drug coun- 
seling; and education program which stresses the ways one nay help the university and 
its students by watching for problems on cximpus while respecting the rights and 
responsibilities of others may be useful. 

Ou- final thought i3 the reminder that drug behavior and attitudes are a com- 
plex and dynamic topic not given to simple statements or conclusions. We cannot 
make assimiptions about students without continuing to gather data and being willing 
to act on it^ How well this Is done may be the oversimplified criterion for success 
for the Ntudent personnel profession. 
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Substance 



Table I 

Incidence (% ever used) for 13 Substances by year * 

1973 



1983 



Beer 

Hard Liquor 
Wine 

Cigarettes 

HarlJ nana 

H0':hlsh 

Speed 

Downers 

Neacaline 

ISfi 

DMT 

Cocaine 
Heroin 



91 
74 
92 
57 
52 
35 
16 
18 
10 
10 
5 
8 
2 



90 
76 
91 
56 
44 
22 
23 
9 
2 
3 
4 
14 
0 



•Differences significant at .05 using Chi square. 
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Table 2 

yr equency* of use of 13 Substances by year** 

Substance 1973 1983 

% Infrequcant % frequent use % Infrequent Zfreguent 



Beet 


35 


56 


26 


64 


Hard Llqiu>r 


43 


31 


37 


40 


Wine 


41 


U7 


47 


44 


Clgaretces 


21 


37 


46 


30 


Marijuana 


19 


33 


29 


17 


Hashish 


23 


15 


18 


4 


Speed 


14 


2 


19 


3 


Downers 


14 


I 


a 


fi 7 


Mescal Ine 


9 


1 


2 


0 


LSD 


9 


1 


1 


2 


CMT 


U 


1 


0.4 


0 


Coca In t$ 


7 


1 


11 


3 


Heroin 


2 


0.4 


0 


0 




♦Frequent "once a month or 


more; 


lnfrequent°a few times 


to once 




♦Differences significant 


at .05 


using Chi square 





13 



10. 



T«ble 3 

Reasons for Non-uae of Drugs by Sex * 



Iters 



Hales 



197 3 



Females 



Reports (or experiences) of harnful psychological 
effects 

Reports (or experiences) of harnful physical 
effects 

Ofoservatlcms of effects on others 

Urging or potential disapproval from parents, 

friends, etc. 
Illegality 

Difficulty In obtaining substance 
No desire to experience Its effects 
Afraid of beccmlng addicted 



75 
62 

A6 
50 
60 
44 
25 



25 

8 
58 

54 
50 
40 
56 
75 



*Si^lflcmt at .05 using Chi square 
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Nmk* Mtf Standard Oevlaeions oi 


1 AtclCiata Icma SlAiitf Icancly DlfferetiC by Year 


or Sea 








Maa 


1973 

SP 


Mom 
Hcaw 


SI 

SP 


Hm 

Hew 


SP 


Nbu n 


Oiff.rtncei 


!. 




2.40 


I.M 


2.62 


1.26 


3.62 


I.U 


3.63 


1.09 


t 


t. 


If I mwm «Mr« nf jq— ooa uatnn Mrljumi, I 
Mouiq ra^wK rui co cm p*ofwr Mcnpr&c&af • 




.90 


4.27 


.87 


3.96 


.9) 


4.01 


.90 


T 


1. 


If 1 i«tra msra of iGaaooa ttali^ octer drugSp I 
M«I4 rapwc liUi CO pto^z OttChorlc l«s. 


J • ^1 


I OD 




.99 


3.77 




3.78 


.98 


» 


4. 


If I wro Mcro of lo— ana colllfig Mrijuana. I 
would roporc liia Co tho propor oocborlcias. 


3.73 


1.2S 




1.24 


3.42 


1.19 


3.47 


1.14 


T 


9. 


I MDtiLd ttO£ occftod 0 dr«g odttcaclon progrM 

OO CMpltO. 


3.25 


1.07 


3.29 


1.07 


2.76 


.99 


3 13 




T, S, TkS 


6. 


h dvus coimMltog Mrvlcp otioisld bo providi^ 
for cho scttdosca. 


1.72 


•87 




• 72 


l.BB 


.79 


1.70 


.72 


T. S 


?. 

s* 


Tbo Scttdooc CovaffMOt AOMcUdoa ohpuld fmid 
• dni coMPOoliag c«otov. 

I do apt faoi aorry for paoplo oo drtisa. 


2.28 
3.10 


.98 
1.19 


2.03 
3.33 


.92 
l.lt 


2.32 
3.88 


.80 
1.04 


2.20 
3 18 


.84 
1 .10 


S 

T, S 


9. 


If ctia tiBivoraicjr haa kaowladfa of a scudanC 
uaioa oarijtiafia. chay ^oiUd cum hlo ovar 
to clia prapor auCNoric laa. 


3.97 


1.03 


3.83 


i.il 


2.91 


1.07 


2.87 


.99 


T 


10. 


If cNa Ihilvoralcy liaa kaavladgo of a acudaoc 
ttain^ octiar druaa. ctay ahoold euro bl« ovor 
CO cte propor auCNoriciaa. 


3.26 


1.19 


3.33 


1.21 


2.60 




2.38 


.95 


t 




If iha tfailvaralcy haa %aowiadfO of a acudaac 
aallliy MTiiuaaa* thn aliould Curn kirn ovar 
CO cbo propor auctericiaa. 


3.33 


1.34 


3.21 


1.32 


2.25 


1.06 


2.23 


.•»» 


Y 


42. 


If cha Uolvatalcy haa kaoi#lady;« of a aCudaoc 
aatllai^ oclior dn^. chay afiaoid Cum Nfo ovar 
CO Ilia propor auCKericiaa* 


2.46 


1.10 


2.67 


1.27 


2.00 


.95 


2.10 


.93 


Y. S 




aaM iaM cHaC apply Co alcohol aad coliacco 
ahould apply co oorijuaaa. 


2.42 


1.35 


2.72 


1.41 


1.45 


1.21 


3.32 


1.12 


T, S 



• l^'acro^ly a8rea, 5-atroaglir dlaagraa 

Slgnlflcaiic at .05 uaiii« analyala of varlanca, f-yaar; >aai; YaS-inCaraction 
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